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at competition s child at a ghost. Ai
soon as the mmkets srein against thrm. )

the leading articles protected. Take
paper, for example The duty on that

through increasing competition, tbe first
thing done is to diminish tbe production
thus turning tntployea out of employ
ment. Wages are diminished or stnped
until times are flush again. With the
time estimated in which ths labors are

d..inesti: production. To prevent this

the price of the foreign g da in the
home maikelU increased so as to keep

ti em out of tlie fouutry altogether or to
place lb foreigner to the coot of pro-.-1

iimn iIih same fnotinz as the

the sake of lab., but that out of Ms pro--d

C's they may derive support and com-

fort for themselves and that dependent
upon I hem. The result therefore does
not depend iinu the amount of labor
done, but upon the value of the product.Hcri'iiue vs. Protect Inn.

no i wor, me average rale or wages
for the ten years preceding 1SS0 under tha
revenue traiff. Indeed, in many bran- - t .'
ches the wages have not been so high as
those received he pauper laborer, m t
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that the wages in these industries can
not for any long period be fcigher than
the average rate in the community, for
if the wages be higher, labor will crowd
into the employments thus favored until
the rate is brought down to the general
level. So true is this that it is admitted by
many protectionists that wages are not
higher in tho protected industries than
in others.

It should not be forgotten that sines
the adopt ion of free trade in England,
wages are more than three times hirW
Hun they were under protection. In
Germany, with protection, wages are
lower man in England without. The
statistics of this country show that in
1S4, with an arverage duty of 45 per
cent., labor was onl lRi
the value of the manufactured goods,
while in 1800. with a revenue traiff of
only 19 per cent., the labor was 20 per
cent, of the cost of manufacturing. In
other words, with the traiff low, more
labor in the proportion to the amount of
goods manufactured was employed than
with the tariff high.

A THIRD OBJECTION.

The effort of protection is disastrous to
most of the protected industries them- -
Sulvefl Wo. . ...liuva .i.i.i 1. . ... . e . .i uiav wuuy oi mem
have in recent years been compeled to
diminish production. The cause of this
is manifest. Production confines them
to the American market. The high
prices they are compeled to pay for pro-
tected materials which enter into the
manufactures of their products disable
them from going into foreign market.
The profits which they make under tho
first impuls of protection invite others
into tho same business. As a result,
therefore, more goods are made than the
American market can consume. Prices
go dow to some extend through the com-
petition, increased as we have seen, by
the enhanced price of marterial requir-
ed. The losses threatened by such com-
petition are sought to be averted by the
dimunition of production. Combinations '
of those interested are formed to the stop
work or reduce it until the stock on hand
has been consumed. Production then
begins again and continues until the same
necssity calls again for the same remedy.
But this remedy is arbitrary, capricious,
and unsatisfactory. Some will not enter
into the combination at all. Others will
secretly violate the agreement from the
l.egining. Others still, when their sur-
plus stock has been sold, and before the
general price has risen, will begin to
manufacture again. There is no power 4
to enforce any bargain they hare made,
and they find ths plan only imperfectly
curing the difficulty. They remain un-

certain what to do, embarrassed and
doubtful as to the future. The have
through protection violated the natural
laws of supply and demand, and human
regulations are powerless to relieve them
from the penalty. Take

cciuinodity is "it) per ceuL a. rafurcut.
Most of the article which enter into
i manufacture or are required in the
process ol making it ire increased in
P lv prou-cnon-. 1 ue result is mat
Vie price 01 pa,K r 10 me consumer is
increased nearly 15 per cent.; that is, if
w nu were ,aKeu oh paper anu me

rt.cle used in 1U manufacture, paper
would 1)0 1j per cent, cheaper to the
buver. The paper mills for live year
have produced nearly one hundred mil-

lions of dollars worth of paper a year.
The consumers have been compelled to
pay fifteen millions a year to the man-

ufacturer more than the paper could
have been bought for without a tariff.
In five years this has amoun'd to $73,-000,00- 0,

an immense sum paid to pro-

tection. It is a tax upou books and
newspapers; it is a tax upou intelli
gence; it is a premium upou ignorance.
So heavy hud the burden of this lax
become that every newspaper man in
the district I have the honor to repre
sent have appealed to Congress to take
the duty off. The Government has de-uv- ed

little revenue from the paper du-

ty. It has gone almost entirely to the
manu acturer, who himself has not
been benefitted as anticipated, as will
presently be seen. These burdens have
been imposed to protect the paper
manufacturer against the foreigner, in

lace of tho confident prediction made
by one of the most experienced paper
men in the country, that if all protec-
tion were taken off paper and the ma-

terial used in its manufacture tho man
ufacturer would be able to successfully
compete with the foreigner in nearly
every desirable market in the world

Take blankets also for example. The
tariff on coarse blankets is nearly 100

pT cent, ad valorem. Ihey can
in most of the markets of the

world for S- - a Pir- - Yet our poor.
who use the most of that grade of
blankets, are compelled to pay about
$4 a pair. The Government derives
little revenue from it, as the importa-
tion of these blankets for years has
beep trilling. This tax has been a
heavy burden upon the poor during
this severe winter, a tax running into
the millions to support protection,
Heaven save a country from a system
which begrudges to the shivering poor
the blankets to make them comfortable
in the winter and the cold I

A SECOND OBJECTION.

Protection has diminished tho in-

come of the laborer from his wages.
The first factor in the ascertainment
of the value of wages is their pur
chasing power, or how much can be
bought with them. If in one country
the, wages are $5 a day and in another
only $1, if the laborer can in the one
country with the SI purchase more of
tlie necessary articles required in daily
consumption, he in fact is better paid
than the formej: in the other who gets
S5 a day. Admit for a moment that
protection raises the wages of the la
borer, if it also raises the price of
nearly all the necssanes of life, and
what he makes in wages he more than
Lses in the increase of prices of what
lie he is obliged to buy. As already
stated, a head of a family who earns
$400 per year is compelled to pay
SI 00 more for what he needs, on ac
count of protection. What difference
to him is it whether the one $100 are
taken out of his wages before they are
paid, or taken from him afterward
in the increased price of articles he can-

not get along without? In both cases
he really only receives $300 for his
year's labor. The statistics show that
the average increased cost of twelve
articles most required in daily con-

sumption in 1874 over 1860 was 92

per cent,, while the average increase of
tlie wages of eight artisans, including
cabinet-maker- s, coopers, carpenters,
painters, shoemakers, tailors, tanners
and tinsmiths was only GO per cent,
demonstrating that tho purchasing
power of labor had under protection m

thirteen years depreciated 19 per
cent. But protection has not even
raised the nominal wages in most of

the unprotected industries. I find that
the wages of the farm hand, the day
laborer, and the ordinary artisan are
in most places now no higher than
thev were in 18G0. But it is conf-

idently asserted that the wages of la-

borers in the protected industries are
higher because of protection. Admit
it. I have not the figures for 1880,

but in 1870 there were not 500,000 of

them; but of the laborers in other in
i ,i i ) nnn nnn .vuustries mere weiu ia,uvi,uuv, in-

clusive of those in agriculture, who

were G,000.00() more. Why should
the wages of the half million be increas-

ed beyond their natural rate while

those of the others remain unchanged?
More: Why should the wages of tho
18 000,000 be diminished tha1; those of

the half million should be increased?
for an increase cannot bo made in the
wage rate of one class without a pro-

portionate decrease in that of others.
ISut the wages oi laoor in protected

industries are not permanently increas-
ed by protection. Another very im-

portant factor in ascertaining the val-

ue of wages is the continuance or the
steadiness of the employment. Two

dollars a day for half the year is no
more than a do'.lar a day for the whole

year. Employment in most protected
industries is spasmodic. In the indus-

tries for the past ten years employ-men!- ,

has not avetagod more than three-fourt-

of time, and not at very high
wages. Within tho last year manufac-

turers of silk, carpets, nails, and
many other articles of iron, of ven-

ous kinds of glassware and furniture,
the coal producers havo shut down
their works for apart of the time or

reduced the hours of labor.

Protection has ben too great. To stop

this prevent the reduction of profits

Ihey ruU ! Congress for further help.

They are never content with the protec-- 1

lion tbev have; they are always esger for ,

more. In this dependar.ee upon the Gov- -

emment bounty the persons protected

learn to dUtrust themselves; and protec-- !

lion therefore inevitably destroy, that j

manly sturdy spirit of Individuality and
independence which should charclerize
, ... , k..;. .......

3rd. It is said that protection gives in

creased employment to labor, and en
hances the wages of workingmen. For

a long time no position whs more stren-ousl-

insisted upon by the advocates of

the protective symtem than that the
wages of labor would be increased under
it. At this point in the discussion I shall
only undertake to show that it is impos-

sible that protection should produce this
result. What determines the amount of
wages paid? Some maintain that it is the
time that the labor is done. Under this
theory it is claimed that at any given time
there is a certain amount of capital to

be applied to the payment of wages, as

certain and fixed as though its amount
had boen determined in advance.

Others maintain that the amount ol
wages is fixed by what the laborer makes,

or. in other words, by the product of hu
work, and that, therefore, his wage is de-

termined by the efficiency of the labor

alone. Both these views are partly true.

The wages of the laborer are undoubtedly
determined by the efficiency of his work,

but the aggregate amount paid for labor

cannot exceed the amount properly

chargeable to the wage fund without in a

little time diminishing the profits of pro-

duction and ultimately the quantity ot

labor employed. But whichever theory

be true it is clear that protection can add

nothing to the amount of wages. It can-

not increase the amount of capital appli-

cable to the payment of wages, unless it

can be shown that the aggregate capital
of a country can be increased by legisla

tion; nor can it add to the efficiency of
labor, that depends upon individual effort

exclusively. A man who makes little in

a day now may in a year make much

more in the same time; his labor has be-

come more efficient. Whether this shall

be done dependends upon the taste, tem-

perament, application, aptitude, and skill

of the individual. No one will pretend

that protection can increase the aggre-

gate of these qualities in the labor of the

country. The result is that it is impossi-

ble for protection, either by adding to the
wage fund or increasing the efficiency of

labor, to enchance the wages of laboring

men, a theory which I shall shortly
show is incontrovertibly established by

the facts.

OBJECTIONS TO VROTECTION.

I will now, Mr. Chairman, briefly
present a few of the principal objec

tions to a tariff for protection. As lias

been shown, the basis of protection is

an increase in tho price of the protect-
ed products. Who pays this increased
price? I Bhall not stop now to consid

er the argument often urged, that it is

paid by the foreign producer, because

it can be easily shown to tne contrary
hv averv one's experience. 1 shall for
this argument assume it as demon-

strated that the increase in Drice which

protection makes is paid by the con

sumer. This suggests

THE FIRST GREAT OBJECTION

to protection, that it compels the con

sumer to pav more lor cocas man tney

are really worth, ostensibly to help the
business of a producer. JNow, consum
ers constitute the vast majority of the
people. The producers of protected
articles are few in comparison with

them. It is true that most men are
hnt.h nrnducers and consumers. But
for the great majority there is little or
no protection for what they prouuee.
but larae protection for what they con

sume. The tariff is principally levied
upon woolen goods, lumber, furniture,
stoves and other manufactured articles
nf iron, and upon sugar and salt. The

necessities of life are weighted with
the burden It is out of the necesities
of tho poople,therefore, that tlie money

is realized to support the protective
system. I say, Mr. Chairman, that it is

bevond the sphere of true governmen
tal power to tax one man to help the
business of another. It is by power
takinir money from one to give to an

other. This is robbery, nothing more

nor less. When a man earns a dollar,
it is his own, and no power of reaso- n-

inir can instify the legislative power in

taking it from him except for the uses

of the government.
Yet, Mr. Chairman, the present tar-

iff takes hundreds of millions of dol-

lars every year from the farmer, the
laborer, 'and other consumers, under
the claim of enriching the manufactnr.
er. It may not be much for each one

to contribute, yet in the aggregate it is

an enormous sum. For many, too, it

i vorv much. The statistics will show

that, every head of a family who re-

ceives four hundred dollars a year in

wages pays at least one hundred dollars

on account of protection. Put such a

tax on all incomes and tho country
would be in a ferment of excitement

until it was removed. But it is upon

the poor and lowly that tho tax is

placed, and their voices are not often

hoard in shaping the policies of tariff

legislation. I repeat, tho product of

one's labor is his own. It is Ins high-

est riirht, subject only to the necessi-tie- s

of the Government, to do with it
Protection invades, de-

stroys
as ho pleases.

that right. It ought to be de-

stroyed, until every American freeman

can 'spend his money where it will be

of the most service to him.

TO ILLUSTRATE.

The cost of protection to tho r,

consider its operation in in-

creasing the price of two or three of

American irodutvr, This is proposed to J

lie done by levy inif a duly upon the for-... . I ' L .L.a
eign importation. II it w so nigu mm
the importer cannot ay it and sell the
good at profit, the facilities of produc- -

iuiii between tins and oiher countries
are said lo be equalized, and the Ameri-

can producer is said to be protected. It

ill be seen, therefore, that protection

means the increase of price. W ithout it

he fabric has no foundation on which to
rest. If the foreign goods are si ill impor-

ted. Ihe importer adds the duty paid to
the selling price. If he cannot import
w ith profit, the American producer raises

is price to a point always below that at
which the foreign poods could be prohl- -

tbly brought into tho couutry and con

trols the market. In either event there
is an increase of price of the products
ought to be protected. The bald propo-

rtion, therefore, is that American indus- -

ries can and ought to be protected by

increasing the price of the products of
mch industries.

There are three popular opinions indus

triouslv cultivated and strengthened hy

idroit advocates upon which the whole

system rests, and to which appeals aie
ver confidently made. These opinions

are erroneous, and lead to false conclu

ions, and should be first considered in

very discussion of this question.
THE FIRST

. . .. , ....! ...... f.,
is, that me naiance 01 unuc m u.

vor when our ex portations exceed our
,,,,,,.,1-i.iiini- Loon this theory it is

argued that it cannot be unwise to pur
rw-- l innft unon iinrjortations. for it is

aid that at one and the same time you

protection to our industries and
keep the balance of trade in our favor.

But the slightest investigation will snow

hut this proposition cannot be main

tained. A single illustration, otten ie- -

seated, but never old in this discussion,

will demonstrate it. Let a ship set sail

from Portland, Me., with a cargo of

staves registered at the port of departures

ts worth $5,000. They are carried to the
West India Islands, where staves are in

demand, and exchanged for sugar or mo-

lasses. The ship returnes, and after duty
naid the owner sell his sugar and molas

ses at a profit of $5,000. Here morn has

been imported than exported. Upon this
transaction the protectionist would say

that the balance of trade was against us

$5,000; the free trader says that the sum

represents the profit to the shipper upon

his traffic, and the true balance in our la
. . . . 1 l :l tlmvor. Suppose mat alter u iias set sun mo

vessel with its cargo has been lost. In
such case $5,000 worth of goods would

have been exported, with no importation

against it. The exportion has exceeded

the importation that sum. Is not the
balance of trade, according to the protec-

tion theory, to that amount in our favor?

Then let tho protectionist turn pirate and

scuttle and sink all the vessels laden with
our exports, and soon the balance of trade
in our favor will be large enough to sat-

isfy even most advocatesof the American

protective system. Laughter and ap
plause. The true theory is that in com-

merce the overplus of the importation
above the exportation represents the prof-

it accruing to the country. This overplus,

deducting the expenses, is real wealth
added to the land. Push the two theories

to their last position, and the true one

will be clearly seen. Export everything,

import nothing, though the balance of

trade may be said to be overwhelmingly

111 our favor, there is poverty, scarcity,

death. Import everything, export noth-

ing, we then will have in addition to our

own all the wealth of the world in our

THE SECOND.

It is said that a nation should be inde-

pendent of foreign nations, lest in time

of war it might find itself helpless or de

fenseless. Free trade, it is charged,

makes a people dependent upon foreign

ers, isut name is e&uiiuugc.
products do not come into a country un-

less domestic products go out. Thisde-pmdence- ,

tin rore, is mutual. By trade
with foreign nations, they areas depend

ent upon us as we upon thoin, and in the
event of a disturbance of peace the nation
with which we would be at war would

lose just as much as we would lose, and
brth as to the war would in that regard

stand upon terms of equality. It must
not bo forgotten that obstruction of trade
between nations is one of the greatest

occasions 01 war. 11 nBquriitijr si.--

rise to misunderstandings which result
in serious conflicts. By removing these
obstacles and making trade as free as

possible, nations are brought closer to

gether, the interests of their people be-

come intermingled, business associations

are formed between them, which go far
to keep down national dispute, and pre-

vent the wars in which the dependent

nation is said to be so helpless. Japan
and China have for, centuries practiced

the protective theory of independence of

foreigners, and yet, in a war with other
nations, they would be tho most helpless

people in the world. That nation is the
most independent which knows most of
and trades most with, the world, and by

such knowledge and trade is able to avail
itself of the products of the skill, intel-

lect and genius of all nations of the earth.
THE THIRD

erroneous impression sought to be made
upon tho public mind is that whatever
increases the amount of labor in a coun-

try is a benefit to it. Protection, it is
argued,will increase the amount of labor,
and therefore will increase a country's
prosperity. The error in this propontii n
lies in mistaking the true natuieof labor.
It regards it as the end. not as the means

o- -
to an end. Men do not labor merely for

That country theiefore is the niunl pros
perous Im--h enables the labor to obtain
the greuetit ptswible value for the pro
duct of his toil, uot t hut which impose
the greatest labor upon him. If this
were n t the case.men were better off be
fore tne appliances of steam at a motive
power w ere discovered, or railroads were
built, or the telegraph w as invented. The
man who constructs a labor saving ma
chine is a public enemy; and he would
be public benefactor who would restore
the good old times when the fanner nev-
er had a leisure dav and the sun never
set on the toil of the mechanic. No. Mr.
Chairman, it is the desire of every laborer
to get the maximum of result from the
minimum of effort. That system there
fore can be of no advantage to him which,
while it gives him employment, robs him
of its fruits. This it will be seen, prolec
ion does, while free trade, giving him

unrestrained control of the product ol
his labor, enables him to get the fullest
value for it in markets of his own selec-

tion.
The protectionist, relying upon the

propositions I have thus hurriedly dis-
cussed, urges many specious reasons for
his system, to a few of which only do I
intend to call attention

1st. In the first place It is urged that
protection will develop the resources of a
country, which without it would remain
undeveloped. Of course this to be of ad-

vantage to a country must be a general
aggregate increase of development, for if
it be an increase of some resources as a
result of a diminution in others, the peo-
ple as a whole can be no better off after
protection than before. But the general
resources cannot be increased by a tariff.
There can only be such an increase by an
addition to the disposable capital of the
country to be applied to the development
of resources. But legislation cannot
make this. If it could it would only be
necessary to enact laws indefinitely to in-

crease capital indefinitely. But if any
legislation could accomplish this, it
would not be protective legislation. As
already shown the theory of protection
is to make prices higher in order to make
business profitable. This necessarily in-

creases the expense of production, which
keeps foreign capital away because it can
be employed in the protected industries
more profitable elsewhere. The domes-

tic capital therefore must be relied upon
for the proposed development. As legis-
lation cannot increase that capital, if it be
tempted by the higher prices to the busi
ness protected it must be taken from some
other business or investment. If there
are more workers in factories there will
be fewer artisans. If there are more
workers in shops there will be fewer far-
mers. If there are more in the towns
there will be fewer in the country. The
only effect of protection, therefore, in
this point of view, can be to take capital
from some employment to put into an-

other, so that the aggregate disposable
capital cannot be increased, nor the ag
gregate development of the resources of
the country be greater with a tariff than
without.

2d. But, secondly, it is said that pro-

tection increases the number of indus-
tries, thereby diversifying labor and
making a variety in the occupations of a
people who otherwise might be confined
to a single branch of employment. This
argument proceeds upon the assumption
that there would be no diversification of
the labor without protection. In other
words, it is assumed that hut for protec-
tion our people would devote themselves
to agriculture. This, however, is not
true. Even if a community were purely
agricultural, the necessities of the situa-
tion would make diversification of indus
try. There must be blacksmiths, and
shoemakers, and millers, and merchants,
and carpenters, and other artisans. To
each one of these employments, as popu-

lation increases, more and more will
devote themselves, and with each year
new demands will spring up, which will
create new industries to supply them. I
was born in the midst of a splendid farm-

ing country. The business of nine-tenth- s

of the people in my native country was
farming. My intelligent boyhood was
spent there from 1850 to 1860, when there
was no tariff for protection. There were
thriving towns for the general trading.
There were woolen mills and operatives.
There were flouring mills and millers.
There were iron founders and their em
ployees. There were artisans of every
description. There were grocers and
merchants, with every variety of goods

and wares for sale; there were banks and
bankers; there was all the diversification
of industry that a thriving, industrious
and intelligent community required; not
established by protection nor by govern-

ment aid, but growing natum ly out of

the wants and nececessitiesof tho people.

Such a diversification is always healthful,
because it is natural, and will continue
so long as the people are industrious and

thrifty. The diversification which pro-

tection had come to my native country to

further diversify industries. It would

have begun by giving higher prices to

some industry already established, or
profits greater than tho average rate to

some new indusdry which would have
started. This would have disturbed the
natural order. It would necessarily have
embarrassed some interests to help the
protected ones. The loss in tho most

favorable view would have been equal to

the gain, and besides trade would inevi-

tably have been annoyed by the obstruc-

tion of its natural channels. The worst

feature of this kind of diversified industry

is that the protected ones never willing'

give up the Government aid. They scare

The rarrilnal error of the re ,rh-- It
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Mr. Hurd Raid:

Mr. Chairman: In the last days of th
late political canvass the supporters ol

n of the candidates for the Presidency

ought votes for their favoiite by charg
tag that the election of the other candi

date would iuvolve a disturbance of ,th
present tariff. Tlie proposition assumed

that the present tariff ought not to be dm

turbed. It is claimed that the triunipl
Of the successful candidate was due ti
the introduction of the issue into tin
campaign, and means an approval of tin
present protective method of collecting
duties. I do not so understand it. Tin
Issue was not discussed before the people.
It was introduced prominently so latt
that there was not time to discuss it.

Those who should have contended foi
tariff for revenue only laid down theii
banner without a struggle to defend it
The result, therefore, in my judgment,
has not the slightest significance fib fui
as this question is concerned.

But the effect of what was said liar
been to direct public inquiry to the sub
ject. For years the advocates of tariff
reform have endeavored to interest tin
people in the question, but other matter
of more apparent pressing importance
have occupied their attention. It wut
feared that what has been aptly termed
a system or "reciprocal rapine" had in

terested so many that the people would
be content with their burdens because
they did not realize their weight. Bui
how to make them realize it without dis-

cussion? and of what avail was discuss
Ion when they would not listen? were
the questions. Fortunately the I'rotec
tionists have solved the problem. The)
proclaimed that protection should be
come an issue in politics, and thereby in
vited the country to decide it. For one
I accept the challenge they have offered;
I pick up the gauntlet they have thrown
down. Prudence it seems to me would
have dictated to these supporters of mon
opoly the policy of silence; but they have
rashly dragged their system into the
light of day. It will not be long until its
crudities will be made known, its
extortions and robberies exposed, with
the early result, I predict, of its complete
overthrow.

In tiie remarks I shall submit I
expect to say nothing new, nothing which
fcas not been much better said many
times before. I havo availed myself of
whatever I have beenuble to find, wheth
er in books or speeches upon the subject
not to proclaim a new doctrine, hut t
emphasize and illustrate an old one; one,
too, approved in every national platform
of the party of which I am a member,
and to bring sharply and clearly as I can
before the public mind the reasons which
should induce the country to adopt it.

At the very threshold it is proper to de
tine the terms I shallfuse and) state the
exact propositions I propossjto maintain.
A. TAKIFF IS A TAX UPON IMPORTED GOODS,
Like other taxes which are levied, it
should be imposed only to raise revenue
for the Government. It is true that

protection to some industries
will occur when the duty is placed upon
articles which may enter into competi-
tion with those of domestic manufacture.
I do not propose to discuss now how this
incidental protection shall be distributed.
This will be a subsequent consideration
when the preliminary question has been
settled as to what shall be the nature of
the tariff itself. The present tariff i

duties upon nearly four thousand
articles, and wns levied and i defended
upon the ground that American indus-
tries should be protected. Thus protec-
tion has been made the object; revenue
the incident. Indeed in many cases the
duty is so high that no revenue whatever
ill raised for the Government, and in
nearly all so high that much less revenue
is collected than might be realized. So
true is this that if the present tariff were
changed so as to make it thereby a rev-

enue tariff, one fifth at least could be
added to the receipts of the Treasury from
imports. Whenever I use the phrase
free trade or free trader, I mean either a
tariff for revenue only or one who advo-
cates it.

80 far as a tariff for revenue is
I do not oppose it, even though

it may contain some objectionable inci-

dental protection. The necessities of the
Government require largo revenues, and
it is not proposed to interfere with a tariff
go long as it is levied to produce them;
but to a tariff levied for protection in it-

self and for its own sake I do object. I
therefore oppose the present tariff, and
the whole doctrine uy winch it is at
tempted to ue lusuriea. 1 mane war
against all its protective featuies, and
insist that the laws which contain them
shall be amended so that out of the iin
portations upon which the duty is levied

tlie greatest possible revenue for the
Government may be obtained. What,
then, is

THE THEORY OF PROTECTION?

It is based upon the idea that foreign
pr iducts imported into this country will

er into competition witn domestic.. a a 11 n., in tho h..n,u
VtUUUblD ailU UUUCIBCll IMO'" bviub
mtvkA, thus crippling if not destroying

AS AN ILLUSTRATION

of the operation of the system, the arti-
cle of paper. One of the first effects of
the general tariff was to increase the price
of nearly everything the manufacturer
required to make the paper. Fifteen
millions of dollars a year through the pro-
tection are taken from the consumer.
The manufacturer himself is able to re-

tain but a part of it, as he is obliged to
pay to some other protected industry for
its products, they in turn to some others
who furnished them with protected ar-

ticles for their use, and so en to the end.
The result being nominal prices are rais-

ed all around; the consumers pay the
fifteen millions, while nobody receives
any substantial benefit, because what
one makes in the increased price of his
product ho loses in the increased price
he is obliged to pay for the required pro-

ducts of others. The consumer is the
loser, and though competition may oc-

casionally reduce prices for him to a
reasonable rate, it never to any appreci-

able extent compensates him for ths
losses ho sustains through the enhanced
price which the protective system inevit-

ably causes.
It is not to be disputed that many of

the protected manufacturers have grown

rich. In very many cases it can be de-

monstrated that'their wealth has result-
ed from some patent which has given

them a monopoly in particular branches

of manufacturing, or from some other ad-

vantage which they have employed ex-

clusively in their business. In such cases

they would have prospered without pro-

tection as with it. I think there are few,

except in the very inception of a manu-

facturing enterprise, or in abnormal
cases growing out of war or destruction
of property, or the combinations of largV
amounts of capital, where protection

alone has enriched men. Tho result is

the robbery of the consumer with no ul-

timate good to most of the protected in-

dustries.
At a meeting of the textile manufac-

turers in Philadelphia the other day, one
of the leading men in that interest said ;

The fact In that tho textile manufacturers of
Philadelphia, the center of the American trade, sre
faxt approaching a crlHle, and realize that some-
thing must be done, and that nuon. Cotton and
woolen mlllB are fact Bprincini? up over the South
and Went, and the pronpectB are that we will noon j
lottetnUCU IH ouruauc lu me cuarce lauricB uy iui--

therefore, in to turn our attention to the higher
piano, and endeavor to make goods equal to thoRO

Imported. Wo cannot (lo thin now, because we have
not amiftlcientHupply cither of the cnl tore which
begets designs or of the skill which manipulates the
fibers.

What a commentary this upon proteo- -
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